formless Le-, (rupampa) cannot become an entity whrch has
no form (c^rupa) only or an entity which has form (rupa^
only. If it does so, it ceases to b3 an entity characterized
as ruparupa.^ The point to be noted here is that none of
the objects in the world can change its own nature and
assume the nature of another. Formless things cannot have
form and vice versa. This is what we come across in
experience. Whatever is experienced as this or that, is
determinate. When we predicate one quality of a thing, we
exclude the possibility of a different quality being predicated
of that thing. To know a thing in experience is to limit
its nature. If God were formless. He also becomes Irmited
like any formless object of experience like akasa and will
cease to be God by becoming one object of experience
among others. Saiva Siddhanta is very careful in defining
the nature of Siva. The definition does not in any way
limit the reality of God. Saiva Siddhanta admits that God
is a person, but maintains at the same time that His personality
is not conditioned by any factor, and that it is constituted
by its own freedom. It holds that God performs comic
functions, but maintains at the same time, that in performing
them. He is formless, with form and both. It implies that
the kind of form He assumes as required by His function
is a case of freely assuming personality- It is this freedom
to assme any and every form and no form that stands out
as the differntia in the definition of the nature of God.
We have to note here that this is not the case with souls.
Souls are given forms by God in accordance with their
karma. The karmic necessity is not to be found in God/
who comes to help the souls out of His own Grace. Thus
it is said that when He performs the five " fold activities^
He takes the saka/a from, He is free to take any and every
form that is required for the purpose.

Now the doubt arises whether God will not be affected
by the forms He takes. Umapati explains God's existence